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Californians and government agencies have 

recently affirmed their support for water recy-
cling, first with the passage of the California 
water bond last March, and more recently with 
the approval of the CALFED water agreement 
which broadly sets a course for California’s 
water future. Water recycling and reuse is a 
major element of both these new actions and 
policies. 

The Federal government’s support for water 
recycling was initially authorized in the Rec-
lamation Wastewater and Groundwater Study 
and Facilities Act of 1992. The Bureau of Rec-
lamation’s so-called ‘‘Title XVI’’ program origi-
nally approved financial assistance for plan-
ning, design and construction of four water re-
cycling projects in California. More projects 
were approved in 1996. 

The legislation I introduce today builds upon 
these Congressional efforts, voter ballot initia-
tives and agency studies. Senator BARBARA 
BOXER has today introduced identical legisla-
tion in the U.S. Senate. 

The bill authorizes a series of new Title XVI 
water recycling projects and directs the Sec-
retary of the Interior to work with various water 
districts throughout the State on water recy-
cling activities. Specific projects included in 
the bill are: Castaic Lake Water Agency; Clear 
Lake Basin Water Reuse Project; San Ramon 
Valley Recycled Water Project; Inland Empire 
Regional Water Recycling Project; San Pablo 
Baylands Water Reuse Project in Sonoma, 
Napa, Marin and Solano Counties; State of 
California Water Recycling Program; Regional 
Brine Lines (salt removal) in Southern Cali-
fornia and in the San Francisco Bay and the 
Santa Clara Valley areas; Lower Chino Dairy 
Area Desalination Demonstration and Rec-
lamation Project; and the West Basin Com-
prehensive Desalination Demonstration Pro-
gram. 

These projects will have the capacity to 
produce hundreds of thousands of acre-feet of 
useable water. Each acre-foot of recycled 
water produced by these projects will reduce 
the demand in California for imported water 
from the Bay-Delta and the Colorado River. 

Unlike traditional Bureau of Reclamation 
water projects, these water recycling projects 
require a majority of funds to be locally pro-
vided. Consistent with Title XVI limitations on 
recycling projects as authorized in 1992 and 
1996, the projects proposed in my bill require 
75% local funding. Federal cost sharing is lim-
ited to 25%. Moreover, this bill specifies that 
none of the funds can be used for annual op-
eration and maintenance costs. Those annual 
expenses are the responsibility of the local 
water districts or management agency. 

I strongly believe that water recycling will 
continue to play an important and growing role 
in total water management strategies to pro-
vide a safe and sustainable water supply in 
California and in many other parts of the coun-
try. The water recycling projects authorized by 
the legislation I am introducing today are part 
of a long-term solution to some of California’s 
most difficult challenges. Water recycling is 
not the only solution. But, water recycling and 
water reuse can play a significant part as 
these projects can be designed, built, and 
placed in service within a short time. 

CONCERNING VIOLENCE IN 
MIDDLE EAST 

SPEECH OF 

HON. CAROLYN C. KILPATRICK 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, October 24, 2000 

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in opposition to House Concurrent Resolution 
426, Concerning the Violence in the Middle 
East. 

It is truly disheartening to witness the re-
newed violence that has plagued Israel and 
the Palestinian territories for nearly thirty days. 
World leaders, especially President Clinton 
and United Nations Secretary-General Kofi 
Annan, have made numerous attempts to en-
gage the Israeli and Palestinian leaders in ne-
gotiations toward an immediate cease-fire 
agreement that can realistically be imple-
mented. Unfortunately, the latest emergency 
summit that took place in Egypt on October 16 
had little impact on the cessation of violence 
or the pacification of hostilities. 

The United States, as one of the foremost 
advocates of a sustainable Middle East peace 
agreement, must be very careful not to ac-
tively create conditions which defeat the very 
progress we are trying to achieve. H. Con 
Res. 426 suggests that Palestinian Authority 
Chairman Yasser Arafat and the Palestinian 
Liberation Organization (PLO) are the sole 
parties responsible for the current tragic state 
of affairs. By supporting this type of inaccurate 
portrayal, we damage our credibility as a neu-
tral party genuinely seeking to bring about a 
peaceful solution to an extremely volatile situ-
ation. 

On October 4, 2000, the United Nations Se-
curity Council passed Resolution 1322, con-
demning the surging violence by both Israelis 
and Palestinians, and the destruction of holy 
sites in the city of Jerusalem. This resolution 
passed the Security Council without a single 
opposing vote—the United States was the 
only nation to abstain. Due to language in the 
UN measure regarding the provocation of vio-
lence by Likud Party leader Ariel Sharon, and 
the excessive use of force against Palestinian 
civilians by Israeli troops, H. Con. Res. 426 
expresses its desire for the President exercise 
UN veto power to ‘‘ensure that the Security 
Council does not again adopt unbalanced res-
olutions addressing the uncontrolled violence 
in the areas controlled by the Palestinian Au-
thority.’’ Yet H. Con. Res. 426 itself is undeni-
ably unbalanced and fails to acknowledge any 
responsibility on the part of Israel. 

The conflict in the Holy Land has endured 
far too long, resulting in the unnecessary loss 
of human life, creating a rift between ethnic 
and religious groups, and eroding the historic 
and aesthetic attributes of the area. A lasting 
peace agreement will require the commitment 
of both Israeli and Palestinian leaders and citi-
zens. At this fragile moment in Middle East 
history, let us not assign blame to one group 
or another, but rather suggest shared respon-
sibility. The goal of the U.S. is to foster mu-
tual, unwavering effort on the part of both par-
ties to desist from violence and to accept ne-
gotiation as the only means of political action. 

Last month, I further demonstrated my com-
mitment to the negotiation process by sup-

porting H.R. 5272, the Peace Through Nego-
tiations Act of 2000. This measure strongly en-
courages the Palestinian Authority not to un-
dermine the prospects of peace by unilaterally 
declaring Palestinian Statehood. Before the 
United States can be accepted as an honest 
broker in these or any negotiations, it must 
demonstrate an even-handed approach with 
both parties. H. Con. Res. 426 undercuts this 
goal. 

I extend my heartfelt condolences to the 
surviving family members of the individuals 
killed on both sides of the conflict. May the 
memory of those victims serve as a catalyst to 
end the cycle of violence. 

f 

MARKING THE 300TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE FOUNDING OF 
LEBANON, CT 

HON. SAM GEJDENSON 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 25, 2000 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
with pride to mark the 300th anniversary of the 
founding of Lebanon, Connecticut. Over the 
past three centuries, Lebanon has developed 
a rich history that is a source of pride for 
every resident and citizens across eastern 
Connecticut. As residents celebrate their past 
this year, they look forward to the many excit-
ing opportunities for their community in the 
years ahead. 

Lebanon was officially incorporated in Octo-
ber 1700. Covering more than 55 square 
miles, the community hosts some of the 
State’s most productive dairy and poultry 
farms and spectacular open spaces. Lebanon 
is well-known throughout Connecticut for its 
rich and varied history. 

The history of Lebanon is inexorably tied to 
the Revolutionary War. Arguably, Lebanon 
was at the center of Connecticut’s efforts to 
support our quest for independence and free-
dom. The State’s Revolutionary War Gov-
ernor—Jonathan Trumbull—was a resident of 
Lebanon. He converted a building which had 
served as a general store into the State’s 
‘‘War Office.’’ From this office, which still sits 
on the Lebanon Town Green, Governor Trum-
bull and the Council of Safety met frequently 
to direct the State’s war effort. According to 
‘‘Connecticut: A Fully Illustrated History of the 
State From the Seventeenth Century to the 
Present’’ by Albert Van Dusen, the Council, 
which consisted of many of the leading men of 
the day, including Samuel Huntington, William 
Williams and Deputy Governor Griswold, ‘‘put 
in untold hours of work at about 1,200 meet-
ings, mostly held at the ‘War Office.’ ’’These 
men met at great risk to their personal safety 
throughout the War. 

Governor Trumbull’s extraordinary leader-
ship and the resourcefulness and productivity 
of the people of my state earned Connecticut 
the distinction as the ‘‘Provisions State’’ during 
the War. The State provided everything from 
food and clothing to guns and ammunition for 
the Continental Army. During one of the dark-
est periods of the War, General Washington 
appealed to Governor Trumbull for supplies for 
the soldiers suffering through the winter at 
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